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-,he event of the defendants flot supplymng gas though the I)ipe--
ý, the defendants were to pay the plaintit! -a rental of $25 pe-r
,r, wassupplemental ta the agreement ta pay rent for Uic ase
nit granted. in regard ta the pipe-line. This tplainis flot
;ed wxith the earhier part of the paragraph; it does flot deedon
L-ther a well is drîlled or the pipe-line renewedl or rmoi)%vd, but
whether the defendants oease ta supply the plaintiff with gas
%grced. In the latter event, the plaintiff agrecd that lus rmd
i tolic restrced to aright to bepad 25 nmai Thalthi
ri %vas called rentai, and flot damnages, didnfot, affect the plaintitT's>
,its; but lie was entitled ta no more than lie had] exprcaýsved bis
limgness to take. H1e could flot have a maandatory injnctionl
any sum iii damages exceeding the $25 a yvear. There shoul
judgmcent declaring that the plaintiff la entitled ta recover froni
defendants $25 a year as damages so long as the defend(antta

tinue not ta supply hlm with gas; such damnages to be computedl
k'the 16th December, 1919, and the first payment ta be made

the 16th December, 1920. As the dlefendlants- eontendcd that
y were under no0 Iiabilit-y ta the plaintiff, they should pay the
àitiff bis costs on the Supreme Court scale. G. H,. Pettit, for
plaintiff. H. H. Collier, K.C., and L. C. Rfaymondl, for t.he


